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The Reader is deſired to correct the following Miſtakes. 


Page 12, line 13, after Chriſtians, &c? add et, and at the bottom 
of the page, t P. 23, for u F. 33. 


—18 20, for officers read offices. 

—19 4» for mind, read minds 

— 23 at the foot, for k Can. Ref. P; 83, read P. 82. 
— 4 24, for anoymous, read anonymous, 


——— 47 Note, at the bottom, for Þ read 4 

for laſt, read viii. Page 

— 54 23, for Chudwick, read Chadwick, 
— 55 hatt, after Mr, Fawcett, add 


ADVERTISEMENT. 


T may be affirmed, with propriety, that the me- 
thods uſed of late, to prejudice prof-ſling Chri- 
ſtians againſt the trinitarian doctrine, correſpond 
with thoſe of Socinus, his abeitors, and followers, 
in former times. In proof of this, the intelligent 
reader is deſired to pay ſome attention to the fol- 
lowing paſſages, from the learned Dr. John 
Owen. | 

At their firſt entrance upon the undertaking, 
they prevailed over ſome unwary men, by crying 
out, that the terms trinity, perſons, eſſence, &c. 
were nat found in the ſcripture, and, therefore, to 
be abandoned. They prevailed for awhile on the 
churches of Tranſylvania, to abſtain from the uſe 
of theſe words, but, they quickly perceived, that 
though the words were not of abſolute neceſſity to 
expreſs the things themſelves, to the minds of 
believers, yet they were ſo, to defend the truth, 
from the oppoſition and craft of ſeducers. Nay, 
Socinus himſelf does not only grant, but prove, 
that, in general, this is not to be impoſed on men, 
that, the doctrine they aſſert, is contained in ſcrip- 
ture in ſo many words, ſeeing it ſufficeth that the 
thing pleaded for be contained therein. This has 
made me a little marvel at the precipitate, indi- 
geſted, conceptions of ſome, who, in the midſt of 
the flames of Socinianiſm kindling upon us, would 
tie us up to a form of confeſſion, compoſed of the 
bare words of ſcripture, in the order wherein they 
are placed, If we profeſs to belicye, that Chriſt 


iv ] 

is God bleſſed for ever, and the Socinians tell us 
true, but he is a God by office, not by nature, is 
it not lawful for us to ſay, nay, but he is God of 
the fame nature, ſubſtance, and eſſence with his 
Father? If we ſhall ſay, that Chriſt is one with 
the Father, and, the Sabellians tell us, true, they 
are every way one, and in all reſpects, ſo that the 
whole Deity was incarnate, is it not lawful for us 
to tell them, that, though he be one in nature 
with his Father, yet, he is diſtinct from him in 
perſon? 

Another artifice they uſe in advancing their 
notions, is, to take upon themſelves the part of 
anſwerers, making cavils and objections, to avoid 
the arguments wherewith they are preſſed, but, do 
not care to draw out their own ſentiments in plain 
aſſertions: this is their conſtant method, to fix 
wrong interpretations on ſcripture, and criticize 
upon words. 

Their greateſt triumphs are, in taking hold on 
what is uſually among men, applied to finite, 
created beings, and, applying it to the infinite un- 
created eſſence of God but, it is moſt abſurd, 
and contrary to ſound reaſon, that God and man, 
the Creator and creature, ſhould be meaſured by 
the ſame rules, notions, and conceptions: and 
this one kr ob ent THY is ſufficient to arm us againſt 
all their profound diſputes about eſſence, perſonality, 
and the like. 

Their main cry runs againſt the uſual words 

whercin the doctrines they oppoſe, are taught and 


delivered, they are not {ſcripture expreſſions,? 
&c “.“ 


* Memoirs of the life of Dr. Owen prefixed to a Treatiſe of bis, 
intitled Meditations on the Glory of Chriſt. Printed for G Keith, 
1764. 
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13 HE author of the pamphlet intitled “ Chri- 
ſtian Catholiciſm Defended,” ſhows himſelf 
to be a ſtrenuous advocate for his friend, and; as 
a maſter of the art of diſputation, a powerful ad- 
verſary, therefore nothing but an apprehenſion of 
the propriety of what I have advanced in the 
« letter to Mr, Fawcett,” could induce me to 
make any reply. ty Rant ads Ka! | 

The author is profeſſedly pleading for charity, 
with a view to reconcile contending parties: whe- 
ther he has written with propriety, mult be left to 
the reader's judgment, who will alſo obſerve, whe- 
ther he has juſtly repreſented the meaning of many 
paſſages in my letter, which he has objected to. 
If he ſo far ſucceeds with his readers, as to make 
them believe, that, I am *invidious,” —“ ſevere,” 
“ very angry,” —“ ſneering”,-—< without a 
ſpark of modeſty,” “ fly,” —* abuſive *,” I ſhall 
be deſervedly an object of their contempt z but 


men of ſenſe will not form an opinion without 
reading my * letter.” | 

I had written ſome remarks on Mr. Fawcett's 
„ appendix,” before I heard of this pamphlet, 
which I now eſteem uſeleſs, as I think, there is no- 
thing in the“ appendix ”* which concerns me, that 
is not more fully inſiſted upon by the learned wri- 


ter of © Chriſtian Catholiciſm Defended.“ 


* See Page 17, 18, 20, 25, 26, 30. 67. 
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It may not be improper for me to remark, that, 
Mr. Fawcett was miſtaken in ſuppoſing, that, I 
am a member of the independent fund, fo that I 
had no concern in the affairs alluded to in the 
< letters” he has been pleaſed to publiſh. 

It is obſerved, that, © my letter to Mr. Fawcett” 
did not appear, till three years after his © Candid 
Reflections.“ The.reaſon was, I neither ſaw nor 
heard of that pamphlet, till between two and three 
years after the firſt edition was publiſhed, and a 
mere accident gave me a fight of it then. The 
reater part of my obſervations were written, be- 
Pore I had the leaſt intimation of a ſecond edition, 
nor then did a deſign of printing enter my mind. 
Mr. Fawcett ſays © the firſt edition was never 
properly made public,” and the writer ro whom I 
now addreſs the following * letters ” ſpeaks of it, 
as having never been publiſhed *.” What reaſons 
may be given for theſe declarations I know not; 
however, a part of Mr. Fawcett's “ title-page * 
ſtands thus, —Shrewſ/bury; Printed by J. Eddowes, 
and ſold by J. Buckland, at No. 57, Pater. noſter 
Row, London, 1777. Price 6d. It was fold by 
the Bookſeller—and Remarks on it were publiſhed 
in the Monthly Review for October, 1777. . 

I have neither leiſure nor inclination, to reply 
to every perſonal reflection, in which the author 
has indulged himſelf, but, ſhall confine my re- 
marks principally to what appears to me moſt 


worthy of attention. 
The writer is pleaſed tc tell us, he is neither 


„ Arian, Socinian, nor Sabeltian,” and, that he 
« gives the preference to thoſe who approach the 


®* See N. B. at the End of the Preface, 


neareſt 


BA 
neareſt to our old puritanical divines,” but I can- 
not find, that, he is explicit in declaring his own 
ſentiments. - 

The following papers were nearly finiſhed, almoſt 
ſix months ago. A variety of occurrences have 
prevented the publiſhing them ſooner. In the 
mean time, the deceaſe of Mr. Fawcett has, I hope 
introduced him into that ſtate, where perfect 
truth and perfect charity reign for ever; and I 
review with concern, his painful diſorders. His 
removal has led me to ſuppreſs ſeveral paſſages 
which might otherwiſe have remained; though 
the writer of the pamphlet before me, has made, 
the mention of his name neceſſary, in ſome places. 
But, my principal attention has been to certain 
ſentiments that he has endeavoured to propagate, 
which, at preſent, I cannot approve of. Was it 


not for this, no perſonal reflections would have 
been taken notice of, by me, in print. 


TO 


we a OT" Obs" fa Gee 


OF 


CHRISTIAN CATHOLICISM 


DEFENDED, „. 


LETTER 1 


S1R, 


SI thought the Rev. FR F amcett's 7 Can- 

did Reflections“ had a tendency to leſſen i in 

the eſteem of his readers, the im ortance of ſame 

doctrines. of revelation, and that he was leading 
for a partial, if not a miſtaken ſentiment 1 harity, 

I employed ſome leiſure hours in writing a few ü 

ſervations on that pamphlet, for the uſe of ſome 

young friends, without any of thoſe intentions wich 

which you charge me. 
You ſay of my letter © its only terideticy i is to 
repreſent in an unfavourable light, thoſe who pro- 


feſs and plead for charity, and to injure the 
B character 


* 
2 

character of the author, amongſt thoſe wEs have 
been uſed to eſteem him an orthodox and uſeful 
miniſter of Chriſt; as if he had not only become 
indifferent, but had commenced a violent enemy 
to the religious principles which he once main- 
tained, and which you conſider as the peculiar 
glories of the goſpel.” I think this repre- 
ſentation very untair. Ir is, Sir, my ſettled princi- 
ple to injure no man's character. To remark upon 
a publication abounding with reflections, which I 
think injurious to the characters of many gentlemen 
in public ſituations, and to ſtate what appears to 
me to be the author's deſign, is ſofar from injuring 
his character that it tends to ſet it in a juſt light: 
for though I would always admire true chriſtian 
charity, and place it in the moſt amiable point of 
view, and do cordially eſteem thoſe who plead for 
it, yet, I cannot approve of their conduct who aim 
to propagate what {eſteem fal/e ideas of charity, 
and would have the world believe, that, they, prin- 
cipally if not only, poſſeſs that moſt exalted of 
chriſtian graces, 

As to Mr, Fawcett, I did eſteem him “ an ortho- 
dox and uſeful miniſter of Jeſus Chriſt,” and though 
I think his «© Candid Reflections“ tend to repreſent 
ſeveral doctrines of divine revelation as of lefs im- 
portance than they really are, I never conſidered 
him as having commenced a “violent enemy to“ 
them; and ſhould lament exceedingly, was I to in- 
jure the character of any man unjuſtiy, or to caſt 
the leaſt ſhadow of a reflection on that of © an or- 

thodox and uſeful miniſter of Chriſt,” © + 
Lou introduce the terms © Trinitarians“ and 
„Unitarians.“ As to the former, I never knew, 

Page 2. | 
: 8 | _ thoſe. 
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thoſe who believe the doctrine of the Trinity 
choſe to be called by that name, though I do not 
diſlike that, or ſome other diftinguiſhing word, for 
the ſake of brevity ; but your uſe of the latter, may 
lead your readers to think, that, the Trinitarians be- 
lieve a plurality of Gods—a miſrepreſentation too 
often uſed, though it is known to be contrary to 
their poſitive, ſolemn declarations, Indeed, Sir, if 
the charge of holding a plurality of Gods muſt be 
inſinuated, do not thoſe ſeem rather expoſed to it, 
who call the Son God, and accordingly worſhip 
him as well as the Father, at the fame time be- 
lieving him not to be by nature equal to the Father, 
than thoie who pay homage to the Father and Son, 
from a perſuaſion, that, though #wo perſons they 
are but ne Gd? Antitrinitarian 1 think a more 
proper deſcription than Unitarian. | 5 

| retain the ſentiment, that, the Trinitarians ap- 
pear to be the principal objects of Mr. Fawcett's 
cenſure, while their oppoſers are treated with can- 
dor, and am juſtified herein by your own words, 
* Mr, Fawcett was led to cenſure the Trinitarians 
more than the Unitarians.” Afterwards you ſay, 
„every one knows, who knows any thing of the 
religious world, that thoſe in general, who call 
themſelves orthodox, repreſent thoſe whom they 
ſtile heterodox in regard to the Trinity, as being 
in a damnable error, and unfit to be acknow- 
ledged as miniſters or chriſtians.” I know ſome- 
thing, of the religious world,” and believe, that, 
many who are called “ orthodox“ are of very dif- 
ferent ſentiments from thoſe you repreſent them as 
entertaining. Notwithſtanding all your candor, you 
are pleaſed to lay of me, you evidently diſcover, that 


d Page 4. 
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this is your own, ſentiment” c.. Sir, the charge 
is not juſt : I do not allow myſelf to judge of any 
man's ſtate, however he may differ from me in doc- 
Ta which I think of great importance. Though 
I had occaſion to refer to the paſſage where the apo- 
ſtle ſpeaks of © damnable berefies,” I do not con- 
clude his meaning to be, that, every man who be- 


lieves ſuch errors as he alludes to is in a ſtate of 


damaation, I rather apprehend, the import of chat 
expreſſion may be, herefies that ought to be cenſu- 
red, oppoſed, and condemned, as being of a dange- 


rous tendency. Dr. Doddridge renders the expreſ- 


ſion, . deſtructive hereſies.” * | 

I think it very unjuſtifiable in you, Sir, to repre- 
ſent your Trinitarian brethren, as © threatning thoſe 
with damnation,” whoſe ſalvation they devoutly 
wiſh, who © happen to underſtand ſcripture differ- 
ently from them,” and for © rejecting their interpre- 
tations,” of ſcripture. But there is ſamething 
worſe in the following ſentences. It is hard to 
write anathemas upon a man's forehead, becauſe 
of ſome inconſiſtency in his opinions, &c.“ And, 
if we muſt be condemned to hell for believing 
inconſiſtencies, then woe to every fon and daugh- 
ter of Adam.“ Such language as this ſeems to 
counteract your ſcheme of * Chriſtian Catho- 
liciſm,” and, inſtead of reconciling chriſtians of 
oppoſite ſentiments, has a tendency to ſpread mu- 
tual diſapprobation, by giving difzuſt to thoſe of 
one , perſuaſion, and at the ſame time increaſing 
the diſlike of others, who, at preſent, are not too 
favourable in their opinions of thoſe who differ 
from them. | | TT 


© Page 4, Fam. Expos. on 2 Pet. ii. 1. page 46, 47. 
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You ſay ** I wiſh, Sir, you had diſcovered equal 
candor with reſpect to thoſe who ule ſcripture expreſ- 
ions. Do Antitrinitarians confine themſelves 
to © ſcripture expreſſions?” Do not the “ortho- 
dox,” as they are called, © uſe ſcripture expreſ- 
fions” as much as their oppoſers, and at the ſame 
time diſcover what they mean by them ? Though 
I have my fears, that, many of Jate uſe * ſcripture 
expreſſions” who, at the lame time, do not wiſh their 
own ſenſe of the words to be underſtood, by per- 
ſons who, they apprehend, are of different ſentiments 
from themſelves, yet, I do not © ſuppoſe that, they 
who adopt ſcripture language are for that reaſon 
alone, to be ſuſpected X hereſy.” I love the ule 
of ſcripture language, and, at the ſame time, I love 
to know what the ſpeaker or writer means thereby. 
The uſe of language is to convey the ideas of 
the ſpeaker; and, if he thinks his hearers under- 
ſtand his words, in a ſenſe different from that 
in which he uſes them, not to undeceive them, ap- 
pears to me, to be management unbecoming a 
chriſtian, or a man of truth and honour, 
You proceed, I know not what you mean by 
the modus of the exiſtence of the three perſons in 
the Deity, as diſtinct from be ſenſe in which it 
i#s believed, that there are three perſons in the di- 
vine eſſence.: This paſſage ſeems obſcure. 
The former part of it is quoted from my letter, 
viz. © the modus of the exiſtence of the three perſons 
in the deity,” the latter part of it is an addition 
of your own, viz. © as diſtin from the ſenſe in 
which it is believed that there, are three perſons in 
the divine eſſence.” Your introducing © the Papiſts“ 
-and their “ Tranſubſtantiation,“ in the view of 
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ſome, may ſeem to inſinuate, that, you regard the, 
Trinity and Tranſubſtantiation, as tenets equally 
abſurd, and thoſe who believe them as alike un- 
reaſonable. But, however that may be, if, by 
ſaying, „ 1 know not what you mean by the 
modus, c. you intend to inſinuate, that, a per- 
ſon can have no ideas under a propoſition, 
the truth contained in which, cannot be fully com- 
prehended or explained by him, I muſt freely de- 
clare it to be my opinion, that, to believe a fact, 
many circumſtances attending which, are beyond 
my ability to conceive or declare, on the teſtimony 
of him who completely knows it, is highly rational. 
A myftery, and an abſurdity, Sir, are two things; 
while, then, with d! iſdain, reject the one, 1 de- 
ſire, wich veneration, to receive the other. 

To illuſtrate my meaning, you believe, that, “ in 
Chriſt dwells all the folneſs of the Godhead bo- 
dily;“ it is revealed, therefore, a propoſition that 
may be underitood, but, the manner of this 
in-dwelling, you do not pretend to underſtand 
or explain, therefore, it is not an object of faith, 
not being revealed. 

I apprehend, there are many truths, both natural 
and revealed, which are underſtood and believed, 


yet, are connected with circumſtances that are 


myſterious, but, they are not to be rejected upon 
that account. One inſtance is ſufficient to explain 
myſelf: — man, as it is generally ſuppoſed, conſiſts 
of matter and ſpirit, which mutually act upon 
and influence each other, but the nature or man- 


ner of this influence is a myſtery. It is unknown 
how the mind influences the body, with reſpect to 


its actions, or how the mind is affected, in conſe- 
quence of its union with the body, or in what 
manner, matter acts on ſpiri t. 


In 


187 11 

In page 11, you ate preſſing for definitions and 
explanations, and think you * have a right to de+ 
mand what is the ſenſe of the words, © three. PEr= 
ſons in the Trinity*.” When you have explained, 
what you mean by © the three perſons of Boy 
bleſſed Trinity,” «and our reſpective honors pai 
to them,” p. 73, as you are pleaſed there to make 

ule of the terms *© perſon” and * !rinity,” it will be 
time enough for me to explain ſuch terms, At 
preſent, it is my opinion, that, whoeyer poſſeſſes 
underſtanding, will, and power, may, with Proprie- 
ty, be ſtiled a perſon. 

You repreſent me as ſaying, © Ir 2 have 
been well if ſome worthy men had not attempted 
to illuſtrate or explain”—Thus far my words, 
(alludi ng to what is before) viz. © the modus of 
the exiſtence of the three perſons in the Deity.” 
This part of the ſentence you have omitted, but, 
proceed with an addition of your own, viz. Bu- 
man Phraſes which they have invented or 
adopted“ It appears to me, to be ſomething 
worſe than uncandid, thus both to alter my lan- 
guage, and pervert my meaning. I am of opinion 
with you, that, on all proper occaſions, men ſhould 
explain, as far as they can, the phraſes they have 
invented, or adopted,” and that, it is an impro- 
priety to attempt explaining what they have no 
ideas of, I allo think, that men ſhould, when 
deſired, explain the ſcripture phraſes they make 
uſe of, char, their meaning may be known, by their 
hearers, and not keep their real ſentiments out of 
ſight. 

I think, Sir, it is very unwarrantable in you to 
ſay of me, You injure Mr. F. in leading your 


j Page 12. 
readers 


teaders to imagine be approves it, [Dr. Clarke's 
ſcheme] as you certainly do, by your manner of 
quoting Dr. Clarke's words from his Pamphlet, 
and your controverting the matter with him. 
But, on the contrary, I never thought Mr. Fawcett 
approved the doctor's ſcheme; my quotation was 
not from the Candid reflections“ but from the 
doctor's own works; nor, did I © controvert the 
matter with him,” I only referred ro Dr. Clarke's 
ſcheme, as containing an idea equally myſterious 
with any ſentiment of the Trinitarians: There- 
fore, to uſe your own words, I leave the reader 
to make his own remarks here,” and you tg 
judge who ought to feel the © reproof of canſci- 
ence.” ! However, if you or any other gen- 
tleman ſhould favor the public with an explanation 
of the indwelling ſcheme, perhaps it will appear 
in ſome reſpects to coincide with the dottor's. 

You tell your readers, that, the Nicene fathers, 
with Dr. Owen, &c. are perſuaded that there is 
one ſupreme being, [or perſon] who is the father 
[the fountain of deity] and that the Son and 
Holy Ghoſt are ſubordinate beings, having derived 
their eſſence [from him ].“ “ I wiſh you had 
condeſcended to quote your authorities, [ 
ſhould be glad to be informed where Dr.Owen 
ſays, © the Son and Holy Ghoſt are ſubordinate 
beings.” | 

It is indeed my opinion, that ſome great divines 
have uſed unguarded and perhaps unintelligible 
language, when ſearching too far into“ the myſtery 
of God, and of the father, and of Cbriſt. | never 
could underſtand or approve of any attempt to 


* Page 14> 1 Page 15. n Page 59. 
ex- 


[9 1 
explain the divine nature, or how the ſacred three 
ſubſiſt in it; yet 1 appreliend, that, all Trinita- 
rians believe the Deity of the Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
while Doctor Clarke and his followers repreſent the 
Son as a kind of demi-god ; therefore, the“ abſur- 
dity” you ſpeak of, is in hl ſentiment, which 
he did not borrow * from the trinitarian' writers,” 


as you aſſert, As to the “ Catholic Doctors, the 


Niceae Fathers, the Schoolmen, &c. &c.“ their 
authority flands, in my mind, upon an equalit 
with that of the author of © Chriſtian Catholiciſn 
defended.” ate ESA "fn, jb 16 
When you are endeavouring to point out the 
Trinitarians as maintaining .abſurdities, you re- 


preſent, « Mr. Howe” as thinking ec the three 
perſons to be three infinite co-equal ſpirits, * 
but, do not ſay where this paſſage is to be found. 
I will not contradict you, but I have lately read the 
*© Memoirs” of that admirable man's life, by Dr. 
Fdmund Calamy,” in which are ſome of Mr. 
Howe's thoughts on the Trinity, in. realy Hef 
paragraphs, wherein, what you aſſert of him, 
ſeems only to ſup ole poſſible ; but, does not de- 
clare that, he believed it to be ſo, The four- 
teenth paragraph runs thus: © This does not 
make three Gods, it only aſſerts ſo much di/- 
tinction between the Father, Son, and Holy Spi- 
fir, as 13 neceſſary to the founding the diſtinct 
attributes which in the ſcriptures are ſeverally 
iven them, without affirming they are three 
diſtinct ſubſtances, three infinite minds or ſpi- 
rits.” > This ſeems to contradict what you give 
us as Mr. Howe's ſentiments. The twenty-third 


paragraph ſays, © However, it is declared, that, 
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thus conceivitig the ſacred Trinity will be fo remote 
from any ſhadow of inconſiſteney or repugnancy, 
that, no neceſſity can remain upon us of torturin 
wit, and racking invention, to do à labored — 
artificial violence to fumerous and plain texts of 
ſcripture; only to undeify our glorious Redeemer, 
and do the utmoſt deſpite to the Spirit of Grace.“ 

It is to be wifhed, that, all antitrinitarians would 
pay due attention to what Mr. Howe has here 
hinted at, and be very cautious how, by their 
cniticiims, they attempt to invalidate the arguments 
4p ay from ſcripture to prove the doctrine of the 

rinity. 
. You aſk; © Do you wiſh your readers to believe 
the bad ſtory about his FArivs] death,” viz. 
that, by. a judgment from heavell for his errors, 
he voided his bowels “ without giving them any 
authority at all?“ I anſwer, I have no ſuch 
wiſh, nor is the ſtory mine; therefore, I have no 
need to produce any authority.” I hope to be 
believed, when I ſay, I would uſe one 2 a 

aſſing my judgment upon the ways with 
oy 3 1 ; yp Te Wink, that, the death of 
Arius ſhould be charged upon the Athanaſians, 
without better evidence, merely to remove all 

ound of ſuſpicion, that, he died by a judgment 
= heaven. I can by no means fee the propriety 
of your queſtion, 

Your ſecond letter begins, with an attempt to 
exculpate Mr. Fawcett, with reſpect to what he has 


© Page 205. y Page r7. 


lf, upon reflection, it ſhould appear to you, that, the ſenti- 
ments of thoſe great divines, Dr. Owen and Mr. Howe, have 
been miſiepreſented, it may be expected from a Gentleman 
of your candor, that, you will ſet your readers right in ſome 

future publication, 
advanced 


6-48-13 


advanced concerning © Athanaſius”, * Calvin”, and 
« Cranmer.” *% Athanaſius” is repreſented as an 
* enormous ſinner,” the murderer of Arius in a 
very horrible manner, involving others in the guilt, 
if what is infinuated be true, that, «© that unhappy 
man fell a victim to the reſentment of his enemies, 
and was deſtroyed by poiſon.” * But, the charge 
is far from being authenticated, in the opinion of 
many, who are eſteemed good judges. Mr. Fawcett 
informs his readers, that Calvin pleaded con- 
ſcience,” * when he perſecuted Servetus to a violent 
death, thereby declaring, that, Calvin was a party 
in the death of Servetus, from perſecuting princi- 
ples, and © pleaded conſcience“ by way of excuſe. 
So it is ſaid of“ Cranmer” he © as conſcientiouſly 
concurred with the perſecutors of Lambert.” * As 
conſcientiouſly,” I preſume, as Calvin in the former 
inſtance, intimating, that, it. was not really from 
conſcience that they ated but from ſome other 
motive. Theſe reflections on two ſuch worthy | 
characters, are far from being candid.” | 
| You farther aſk, © Where has Mr. F. in any 
of his writings intimated a diſlike to any of the 
doctrines of Calvin?“ I anſwer, in his © ap- 
pendix,” Page 38, where he ſays, I am free to 
declare, that my attachment to the indwelling 
ſcheme commenced with my ſtudy of Dr. Dodd- 
ridge's lectures. In this reſpect I have always 
diff-red from you” | the reverend Miniſters, &c. of 
the Independent fund]; and in the reſentment he 
expreſles againſt me, becauſe (alludingto the doctrine 
of the Trinity) 1 have expreſſed myſelf as appre- 
hending he had been an advocate for it formerly, 
Mr. Fawcett's words are theſe, © My remarker, 
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cording: to his - uſual - unacquaintance with 
FE had not the leaſt foundatign to add, with 
reference to his own particular view of this. 
truth, for which I a prehend you were an ad- 
vacate in time paſt",” Now Sir, if Mr, Fawcett 
was thought, by his hearers, at leaſt, by ſome of 
chem, and by ſeveral. of the neighbouring miniſ- 
ters, to be an advocate for the doctrine of the. 
Trinity, as, I have been informed he was, had I 
not ſome foundation for my apprehenſion? _ 
Lou have been large, on the ſuhject of the 
40 ſerjous accuſers.“ Thoſe whom you call “com- 
mon chriſtians,” are held up to view in 3 
contemptible light; which I ſhould not have ex- 
pected from a n of candor, Of theſe 
* common Chriſtians,” I have knqwn many, who, 
by ſtudying the ſcriptures in our tranſlation, and, 
the beſt Engliſh authors, have made ſuch improve- 
ments in divinity, as ſome who have had the op- 
portugity of a liberal education have never at- 
tained, though they appear in the miniſterial 
character. "Thoſe perſons need not ſuch an apo- 
logy as is made for them; however, to give it an 
appearance pf propriety, you alter Mr. Fawcett's 
deſcription of them, as * ſerjous Chriſtians,” and 
call them“ ſerious illiterate Chriſtians.” “ 

Lau proceed. But, it will not be fo eaſy to 
excuſe perſons of a more liberal education, eſpe- 
cially, miniſters of the goſpel, if they ſhould fo far 
forget themſelves, as to promote reputed orthodoxy, 
by what, in them, approaches to real immorality. 
For is it not immoral to murder the reputation of 


others, by charges without proof, or by plauſible 
inſinuations, cs“ What inſinuations are here! 


What charges without any proof do they contain, 
p gainſt your brethren of “ liberal education” ! 


" Rage 33. 
Whaß 


[24 J : 

What a ſpecimen of candor from its profeſſed 
patron | | enn ent 
Jou repreſent ſome ag © holding up a perſon to 
public view, and ſtriving to raiſe popular pre- 
judices againſt him, aß an Arian, or Socinian, 
as oppoſing the deity of Chriſt, &c. merely be- 
cauſe he conſcientiouſly refuſes the uſe of human 
modes of: expreſſion, which he does not under- 
ſtand, and which others cannot, or will nor, 
explain, and for preferring the ſimplicity of 
ſcripture-language.”” This, Sir, appears to 
me an heavy, but an unjuſt; charge, quite unſup- 
ported, though ingeniouſly dreſſed up. Did you 
ever know a perſon expoſed to“ popular prejudi- 
ces“ merely for * refuſing the uſe of human modes 
of expreſſion,” and “ for preferring the ſimplicity 
of ſcripture language, provided he condeſcended 
to explain his meaning, in his own language, to the 
underſtanding of his hearers ? Or is there juſt rea- 
ſon tor a gentleman to be offended, when he is ſpo- 
ken of agreeable to his real character? | 

If a miniſter, in the anti-trinitarian ſcheme, be 
connected with a people of the contrary belief, ap- 
prehending his ſentiments, would be diſap- 
proved, preaches in ſuch a way as to conceal his 
ſentiments, how can his conduct be juſtified ? 
How can he, with a good canſcience, negleft to 
inſtruct the ſouls committed to his care, in what 
be believes tc be the principal doctrines of chriſti- 
anity z or, with ſatisfaction of mind, think of them, 
as paying that worſhip to a creature which is due 
to the Deity only, without endeayouring to recover 
them from what be eſteems an error, with reſpect 
to the object of worſhip? But, if a miniſter of 
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anti- 


n 
anti-trinitarian principles aims at a ſettlement with 
a trinitarian church, and for that purpoſe, conceals 
his ſentiments, under * the ſamplicity of ſcripture 
language, without an explanation, whereby they 
may be clearly underttood, and, by that means, the 
unwary people are deceived, what epithet does 
ſuch conduct deſerve ? 

You ſeem to diſcover ſome warmth at what I 
have ſaid, reſpecting the hoſpitable manſion,” 
and, refle& on me, for not taking notice of the 
paſſage you have quoted from Mr. Fawcett, which 
I do not think is © ſo glaringly contrary to my 
iaſinuations, and fo ſtriking a proof of the writer's 
impartiality,”* as you would have your readers be- 
lie ve. The long paſſage you have tranſcribed, is 
fo far from anſwering your deſcription, that, I think 
t ſomewhat obſcure, and, I am not ſingular in 
this opinton. 

After alluding to Mr. Fawcett's “ hiſtorical 
ſketch of the Trinitarian controverſy, from the 
earlieſt times, and ſtudying the different ſenti- 
ments of all the contending parties,” &c, you 
ſay, © the reſult of the whole is, that, they are all 
agreed in what is plainly fcriptural, intelligible 
and important, that they differ chiefly in what 
is otherwiſe, &c.” I find myſelf incapable to 
diſcover the propriety of this reſult or conclufion, 
By what rule are we to determine what is “ plainly 
icriptaral, incelligible, and important,“ and what 
is otherwiſe? One man thinks a doctrine “ is 
plainly ſcriptural,” which another thinks js not 
ſo. One thinks a doctrine “ intelligible,” which 
another thinks obſcure, if not unreaſonable. One 
thinks a doctrine is“ of importance,” which ano- 
ther thinks is of little or no conſequence, 
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ace BS. 

You ſay, 1“ roundly aſſert that they [the An- 
ti-trinitarians] agreed only, in oppoſing what I 
think the truth*,” I ſhould not have expected, 
that, a gentleman of your candor would have 
thought my meaning to be, that, they all agreed 
in nothing, but in oppoling what I think the 
truth, I allow, the word * only” ſhould have 
been omitted. Little, perſonal reflections, though 
they may ſhew the art of a diſputant, diſcover a 
captious, ungenerous, turn of mind. 

You charge me with inſinuating, that, it is 
Mr. Fawcett's opinion, that, the doctrines of 
divine revelation are matters of mere ſpeculation.a” 
I think the charge is without foundation, but, 
it appears to me, that, he has taken pains to 
leſſen their importance in the minds of his readers, 
and, I am miſtaken, if you have not followed 
that plan, with equal zeal. In the ſubſequent 
letters, I ſhall attempt ſome further obſervations, 
and, am, with eſteem, 


Sir, 
Your humble Servant; 


- 
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LETTER: H. 


SIR, - 

Preſume, that, all real chriſtians agree with 

you, that, the grand ſcripture rule for wor- 
ſhip is moſt clearly and undeniably this—To 
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. 
worſhip the FATHER, through the SON, by the 
SPIRIT, Eph. ii. 18. Whoſoever does this, 
in ſincerity and faith, moſt certainly worſhips 
aright, whatever miſtakes he may be under, with 
regard to ** the preciſe nature of the ſacred 
three.“ The preciſe nature of the ſacred 
three” is beyond the conception of created be- 
ings, but, ſo far as our ideas of the Father, to 
whom our worſhip is'addreſſed, of the Son, through 
whom all right worſhip is paid, and of the Holy 
Spirit, by whoſe gracious influence chriſtians are aſ- 
ſiſted in their worſhip, are wrong, ſo far the wor- 
ſhip cannot be right; whatever * ſincerity and 
faith” may be pretended. If Jeſus Chriſt and 
the Holy Spirit poſſeſs all divine perfections, his 
faith and worſhip, who regards them only as cre- 
ated beings, cannot be ſcriptural, and if he pays re- 
ligious worſhip to them, as ſome Anit-trinitarians 

rofeſs to do, that worſhip is evidently wrong, 
as is that alſo, which is offered to God, without 
faith in the Mediator. I may add, if the Son 
and Spirit are mere creatures, certainly, the worſhip 
of Trinitarians Cannot be right, who worſhip 
the Father, Son, and Spirit, as 2 the only 
true God; herein, they differ eſſentially from the 
Anti- trinitarians, as their worſhip is not really the 
ſame, however learned men of“ your ſtamp ” 
may endeavour to make us believe it 1s, 

You would have your readers believe, that, the 
worſhip of Trinitarians and of their oppoſers is the 
ſame, becauſe the latter“ worthip t is God e.“ 
If you had been ingenuous, and added, that, they 
alſo practiſe a fubordinate worſhip of the Son, and 
perhaps fome of them, of the Holy Spirit, it 
would have been cleariy ſeen, that, their worſhip 
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differs eſſentially from that of the Trinitarians; 
who worſhip the deity ſubſiſting in Father, Son, and 

Holy Spirit, to each of whom all divine glories 
are to be aſcribed ; not as to three ſeparate Dei- 
pr _— as united in the ſame one undivided God- 

ead. 

Lou proceed —“ They who worſhip Chriſt as 
God, diſtin from the Father, not only make 2 
objects, but act inconſiſtently with the mediatorial 
ſcheme; they worſhip the God Chrif without a 
mediator, though they durſt not come to the Fa- 
ther but by bim. Bur, it ſhould be conſidered, that, 
T rinitarians do not worſhip three Gods, but the 
one God, ſubliſting in three perſons, each of whom 
ſuſtains a diſtinet perſonal character, in what is 
'} ſometimes called the zconomy of ſalvation, and, 

though, each of them may, on certain occaſions, 

be particularly addreſſed in worſhip, it is the di- 

vine nature, which is common to then all, which 

gives each a claim, as well as a right, to that wor- 
ſhip; and that worſhip only is right in which the 
mediator is regarded, nor, do I know of any other 
mediator than Jeſus Chriſt. | 

In *Stephen's” prayer, © Lord Jeſus receive my 

Spirit,” though the worſhip be directed to himwho is 

both man and mediator, it is my opinion, he would 

not have been worſhipped by this firſt martyr, had 
he not been poſſeſſed of the divine nature. Nor 
can I think, that, Stephen, while he invoked him 
as God, neglected to pay him all due regard as 

Mediator. Therefore the worſhip of Trinitarians 
is not inconſiſtent with the mediatorial ſcheme, as 

revealed in ſcripture. Trinitarians regard the 


Deity 


< Page 39. 


addreſſing 


1 

Deity as ſaftaining the perſonal characters of Fa- 
ther, Son, and Spirit. The Father is repreſented as 
guardian of the divine law, ſecuring or maintaining 
the honours of juſtice. © Awake, O ſword, againſt 
my ſhepherd, againſt the man that is my fellow, 
faith the Lord of Hoſts, ſmite the ſhepherd, &c.“ 1 
The Son ſuſtains the office of mediator and redeemer, 
anſwering the demands of juftice, by bearing the 
curſe of the violated law, dying, the juſt for the 
unjuſt that he might bring us to God,”* and now 
acting as our interceſſor and advocate with the Fa- 
ther, to render out perſons and ſervices acceptable 
unto Cod. While the Holy Spirit is held forth as 
the inſtructor of the people of God, by the wri- 
tings of the ſacred penmen under his inſpiration, 
and their ſanctifier and comforter, by his facred, 
powerful influences on their fouls, through the di- 
vine truth. The Trinitarians worthip*God, by 
the Father, through the Son, by the 
Spirit,” thus * their diſtingutſhing officers are not 
neglected :*? and this I think is the true mediatorial 
ſcheme. | | 

Theſe ſentiments ſeem to correfpond with what 
Mr. Fawcett quoted from Dr. Doddridge, under 
his laſt propoſition. ** Father, Son and Spirit are. 
often mentioned together, as diſtin perſonal 
characters :—our redemption as contrived by the 
Father, purchaſed by the: Son, and applied by the 
Spirit, by whoſe aſſiſtance, in the name of Chriſt, 
we are to make our approaches to the Father— 


and correſpondent regards to each are accordingly 


required from us.“ 


+ Zech,. xiii. 3 + Pet. iii. 18. 4 Can, Ref. page 
| 32. 33. 


I am 


1 
T am aware, that, objections are advanced 
againſt hat has been written on the moſt ſublime ſub- 
jects, and queries ſtarted, that may puzzle the mind 
of ſerious chriſtians, but, if we maintain truth no 
longer than while we can anſwer all the objections 
of learned and ingenious adverſaries, to their ſatis- 
faction, we ſhall fink ſoon into ſcepticiſm, if not in- 
to down-right infidelity, | 
I acknowledge, there are difficulties attending 
all ſchemes of doctrine, reſpecting the Trinity; ju- 
dicious Trinitarians have had their objections, but, 
they have been borne down by the weight of the 
divine teſtimony, the only ſtandard of truth. Nor 
is this the only doctrine which has its difficul- 
ties; there are difficulties attending many other 
points of revelation, which are not eaſily over- 
come by enquiring minds. The reſurrection of 
the bady is clearly revealed, yer, there have been 
ſome who thought it © incredible for God to raiſe 
the dead.“ And ſome will ſay, bow are the 
dead raiſed up; and with what body do they 
come ?”+ It may allo be difficult to reconcile one 
revealed truth with another, I believe, that, Gad is 
infinitely wiſe and good, and, that moral, and pe- 
nal evil abound in the world, but, ſhould be 
truly thankful to any man, who could reconcile 
theſe two propoſitions to my ſatisfaction, helping 
me to ſce the harmony that ſubſiſts between them: 
this diſcavery ſeems to be reſerved for a future ſtate. 
You go on—* But I cannot help obſerving that 
your reference to John v, 23, as a proof, that, the 
divinity of Chriſt 1s the ground of the worthip due 
to him, is a palpable miſtake. In that paſſage we 
are required, not to worſhip the Son as we do the 
Father, but to honor him, which is a widely different 
thing from worſhip in your ſenſe of it.“ You are 
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free! in this declaration of your ſentiment, but offer 


nothing to ſupport it, nor do I apprehend your 
meaning in the cloſe of the ſeptence, but, Sir, I con- 
ecive, to honor or worſhip God is nearly if not al- 
together the ſame thing. When God is worſhipped, 
he is honored, when he is honored he is worſhipped, . 
or, occaſion given to worſhip him. I preſume, it 
will be admitted, that, worſhip is included in the 
boner due to the Father, what good realon, then, 
can be given, why it ſhould not be included in 
the honor required to be given to the Son; and 
which, if it is withheld, how do we honor him as 
we honor the Father? When I read the com- 
mand before referred to, © thou ſhalt worſhip 
the Lord thy God and him only ſhalt thou ſerve”, 
and, attend to this injunction, eto honor the Son 
even as we honor the Father”, it confirms me in 
the opinion, that, the divinity of Chriſt is the 
reaſon of the command to honor him. What 
would an intelligent pious "chriſtian think, if he 
was told God required him to honor a creature 
as himſelf ? It ſeems probable, alſo, that, the di- 
vinity of the Son is the reaſon of the Father's 
* committing all judgement to him,” as it is of 
the honor to be paid him; infinite wiſdom, juſ- 


tice, and power, being neceſſary attributes of the 


great Judge of the univerſe, Not to add, that, 
to view the paſſage as I have repreſented it, is quite 
conſiſtent with the occaſion on which it was intro- 
duced, 

As you accuſe me of condemning Mr. Fawcett 
ſeverely, for being uncandid in a quotation from 
Dr. Owen, I muſt be a little more particular in that 
affair than is agreeable. Mr. Fawcett has the fol- 
lowing paſſage which you quote from the Candid 
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Reflections“ Page 83, © Mr, Bromne's definition, 
and his inferences from it, are but the ſentiments 
of Dr. Owen and Mr. Baxter. The former ſays, 
the command of God is the ground and reaſon of 
all religious. worſhip ; the angels are to worſhip 
the Lord Chriſt the Mediator, and the ground of 
their ſo doing, is God's command; he faith wor- 
ſhip him all ye apgels ;” Upon which, I expreſſed 
myſelf thus, in my © Letter“ Page 40. I can- 
not think you are candid in the quotation from 
[Dr. Owen], if thereby you would have it believed 

that the Doctor thought the poſitive command of 
God, was the only, or principal reaſon for the re- 
ligious worſhip to be paid to Chriſt,” 

As I thought the Doctor's ſentiments were full 
expreſſed in another place, when profeſſedly treating 
on this ſubject, I referred the reader to the follow- 
ing paſſage.* * The perſon of Chriſt is the object of 
divine honor and worſhip, the formal obje& and 
reaſon is, the divine nature, and its eſſential infinite 
excellencies : for they are nothing but that reſpect 
unto the divine being, which is due unto it from 
all rational creatures, regulated by revelation, and 
inforced by divine operations; wherefore the per- 
ſon of Chriſt is primarily the object of divine honor 
and worſhip, on account of his divine nature and 


excellencies.” From hence I inferred, that, it was 


the Doctor's opinion, that, the worſhip of Chriſt 
was not founded merely, or principally, on a poſi- 
tive command. Now, Sir, what decent writer, whoſe 
aim is truth, except yourſelf, would have told me, 
$* you ſeverely condemn the writer [Mr. Fawcett 

as being uncandid in this quotation ? “ Where was 
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your juſtice, in taking no notice of my quatation 
from the Doctor, which is full to the 1 urpoſe ? 
And, what will be thought of his an bs, who 
yum that paſſage from Owen on the Hebrews, in 
the fourth of a ſe of particulars, which he thought 
might anſwer the purpoſe of vindicating a ſubor- 
dinate worſhip, and kecps out of ſight, what the 
Poftor advances in the fifth particular“ The 
mediator of the new covenant, is in his own per- 
fon God bleſſed for ever, to whom divine, or reli. 

ious worſhip is due from the angels themſelves?” 
Fe ſixth particular, alſo, is in theſe words. The 
Father upon account of the work of Chriſt in the 
world, and his kingdom that enſyed it, gives a 
new. commandment unto the angels to worſhip him, 
his glory being greatly concerned therein.” 

Allow me, Sir, to aſk your reaſon for altering 
Pr. Owen's words in Mr. Fawcett's quotation, from 
The angels are to worſhip the Lord Chriſt the 
mediator,” * to © the worſhip of the Lord Chriſt 
65 the mediator.” * The ideas contained in theſe 
two ſentences differ very materially, Your deſign 
herein I can only guels at. However, the reader 
will form his judgement, whether I © ought to 
ſtand corrected,” or you, to correct yourſelf. 

I cannot think, with you, that, Mr. Browne's 
definition, and his inferences from it, are but the 
ſentiments of Dr. Owen and Mr. Baxter.” Yer, I 
agree with you, that, the“ Doctor was a better 
divine than many of his admirers,” and I believe 
than many of his appoſers, as well as than thoſe who 
ſeem to miſrepreſent him. And, though * he ſtood 
in no need of my interpretation to make him con- 
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ſiſtent, yet, perhaps, ſome of your readers Hay 
need ſome help, to guard them againſt miſtepre- 
ſentations. | 43% 

As you have been pleaſed to introduce a quota- 
tion from Mr. Browne, and another from My, 
Baxter, which may ſeem to countenance a ſubor- 
dinate religious worſhip, I ſhall venture at ſome 
obſervations on them. | 

You expreſs great fatisfaftion with Mr. Simon 
Browne's definition of worthip. I preſume he means 
religious worſhip, not that reſpe& which men of 
different ranks in civil ſociety ſhew to each other. 
« Worſhip in general | ſays Mr. Browne] is nothing 
but inward reſpect to a ſuperior being, in propor- 
tion to its known excellencies, rank, ſtate, power, 
&c. expreſſed by proper external ſigns.” » Not- 
withſtanding the deference due to the authority of 
that very learned gentleman, I am of opinion, that, 
whatever inward reſpect” we entertain to any 
created being, however exalted his nature may be, 
if we exprels the ſame «by proper external figns,” 
this, according to the definition, is worſhipping 
that creature, and, therefore, acting contrary to ſe- 
vera] divine commands, which reſtrain religions 
worſhip to God alone; the word worſhip in this 
controverſy meaning religious worſhip, and that 
only. 

Mr. Fawcett having the following quotation 
from Mr. Baxter, Had God bid me pray to an- 

els, I would not have refuſed, but have taken it 
2 my honor, I expreſſed my opinion, that, it 
implied an abſurdity. You fay, © che abſurdity 
is entirely of my own making.” I think you fail 
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in your proof, notwithſtanding all your ſkill in dif- 
putation. I am ſtill of opinion, that, when the di- 
vine precept is ſo clearly expreſſed, © Thou ſalt 
worſhip the Lord thy God, and him ONLY ſhalt 
thou ſerve,” it is an abſurdity to ſuppoſe he ſhould 
command the worſhip: “of angels;” though J 
agree with you, that if God had commanded 
the worſhip of angels in any part of his word, 
he would not have forbidden it in other parts.“ It 
gives me pain to have been obliged to ſay anything 
that may be thought diſreſpectful of the eminently; 
learned and ptous Mr. Baxter: I wiſh every pulpit. 
was filled with a miniſter of equal zeal for the 
honor of God; and the ſalvation of the ſouls of 
men. 7 

In my obſervation on Mr. Fawcett's manner of 
quoting Calvin, you repreſent me as deſtitute of a 
* {mall degree of candor.” * I will ſtate the fact, 
and perhaps, the impartial reader will think, that, 
the want of © candor?” is with you. Mr. Fawcett 
has a quotation as from Calvin, which in fact was 
not ſo. In his * appendix,” he ſays, by way of 
apology, * I copied Calvin's words, as they ftand 
ia my firſt edition, from a learned but anoymous 
writer of the laſt century.” = By the way, I think 
it a great impropriety, to take a paſſage from an 
unknown author, and call it “ Calvin's words,“ 
when the quotation ſhould have been from his 
own works. If Mr. Fawcett had not publiſhed a 
ſecond edition of his © Candid reflections,” Calvin's 
reputation would have been injured, being repre- 
ſented by Mr. Fawcett as having written what he 
never did write. 0 
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As to the omiſſion of an important phraſe, in tlie 
quotation from Halyburton,” I acknowledge it 
did appear to me to have been by deſign; however, 
Mr. Fawcett ſays, in his“ appendix,” „I well re- 
member that thoſe words ſoath of abjuration] 
were inſerted in my hors band copy, but in tranſcri- 
bing for the preſs, were inadvertently omitted ..“ 
Is it not ſomewhat ſtrange and unfortunate; that, 
ſuch an omiſſion ſhould not have been diſcovered 
before the pamphlet was publiſhed, or inſerted 
among the errata ? | | 155 

You introduce a query of Mr. Fawtett's— Are 
they | Anti-irinitarians] not perfectly agreed with us, 
in acknowledging one God, and one mediator between 
God and Man, the man Chriſt Feſus ? Is not ſuch 
an agreement an infinitely ſtronger bond of union, 
than any mode of mere human ſpeculation or ex- 
preflion ?”* And, then, repreſent me as guilty of an 
* heinous charge brought againſt the author“ in 
a paſſage of my Letter,” which you have quoted. 
However, I am ſtill of opinion, that, if an author 
knows ſome profeſſing chriſtians believe that Jeſus 
Chriſt is the Mighty God, poſſeſſed of all divine 
perfections, and, others believe him to be a mere 
man, and, at the ſame time, deſigns to make his 
teaders think, that, they differ on, or princi- 
pally, as to “a mode of mere human ſpeculation 
or expreſſion,” it is an attempt to deceive them. 
How far, if at all; this may affect you, I do not 
know, I wifh ſuch a character did not exift, I 
only ſpeak; in general, of it, and, therefore, do 
not think myfelf guilty of bringing an © heinous 
charge” againſt any one in particular; on the 
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codtrary, it may perhaps be thought, you allow 


yourſelf in unjuſt reflections, unbecoming a gens 


tleman who profeſſes to be pleading for charity. 

Mr: Fawcett, ſpeaking of my © Letter” to him 
ſays, It in no degree diſproves, what my Candid 
Reflections have ſo fully pointed out, that thoſe 
who are called orthodox, differ among themſelves, 
more than ſome of them differ from the reputed 
beterodox And, you tell us,“ he has proved, to 
your fulleſt ſatisfaction, that, the contending parties 
are agreed in more important points than thoſe in 
which they differ:” I cannot help being of a dif- 
ferent opinion. Thoſe called orthodox,” believe that 
the Deity is the only proper object of religious 
worſhip, but,“ the reputed heterogox,” believe, that 
the Deity is one perſon, even the Father, yet not the 
only object of religious worſhip, and, that the Son 
and Spirit are inferior, dependent, beings, yet ob- 
jects of religious worſhip. Further, the orthodox 
believe, that Jeſus Chriſt is God poſſeſſing all 
divine attributes, their oppoſers, of very different 
ſentiments among themſelves, believe him to be 4 
creature, and ſome of them à mere man. There- 
fore, I am obliged to differ from Mr. Fawcett and 
you, totally, on this ſubject ; though it is admitted, 
that ſome of the orthodox differ from others, in 
attempting to explain things not revealed, yet 
their ideas are rather matters of conjecture, or 
imagination, than objects of faith. 

Joining Mr. Fawcett with yourſelf, you ſay, 
« [rt is our earneſt wiſh, that our readers would 
examine the ſubject with impartiality, would be 
more ſolicitous about ideas than words, and would 
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pay more deference to the word of God than to 
human creeds *,” Surely, Sir, if you review this 
paſſage, you would wiſh it could be expunged, 

ow juſtly is a man chargeable with folly who at- 
tends to words rather than ideas, and how wicked 
is he, who pays more deference to human creeds 
than to the word of God ls it certainly true, Sir, 
that * the reputed Hheterodox are the only men 
who aim at having ideas, and pay a regard to ihe 
word of God ? Do you think, there are none #mong 
the orthodox, who are men of rational minds, who 
ſeek for, and delight in, real knowledge, and pay 
as great a regard to the word of God, and labour 
as much to find the ideas it reveals as any other 
ſet of men? 

Lou further attempt to render the Trinitarians 
contemptible, by the repreſentation of them as ex- 
preſſing their ſentiments in a ſet of © ſtandard 
phraſes .“ If thereby you mean phraſes that 
have been ſtamped with any human authority, they 
know none ſuch; your inſinuation is groundleſs. 
Yet, it is natural to ſuppoſe, that men of like 
opinions will often uſe ſimilar language, if not the 
ſame phraſes with thoſe whom they uſually converſe 
with, or with the authors they read. In another 
place, you point at them as having“ invented and 
inſiſted upon the uſe of hard technical terms as 
the ſtandard of orthodoxy u.“ I imagine your 
zeal has carried you too far, in theſe and many 
other inſtances. You proceed, ] do not ſee how a 
candidate for the miniſtry can be faid to decline 

iving ſatisfaction, as to his belief of the moſt im- 
portant articles of chriſtian faith, merely becaulc 
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he does not adopt any buman explications of thoſe 
articles, or that, he can be charged with preva- 
rication, or concealing his ſentiments v.“ I think 
here is a very diſingenuous inſinuation. Do you 
think, Sir, any “ candidate for the miniſtry ” is 
ever “charged with preyarication, or concealing 
his ſentiments, &c.“ „ merely becauſe he does not 
adopt any buman explications of the moſt important 
articles of chriſtian faith“? Yet, perhaps, ſome 
may have been cenſured, becauſe, when they have 
expreſled their faith, as to certain doctrines, in 
ſcripture language. they have refuſed to give 
the meaning of thoſe expreſſions, or to . oh 
what they believe, in their own language; fo 
leaving perſons in the dark, who have a right to 
be fatisfied, as to the real ſentiments of the © can- 
didate.” And, it is my opinion, that thoſe gentle- 
men who engage in the ordination of miniſters 
ought to have ſatisfaction, with reſpect to their 
faith, 

How can a conſcientious miniſter, who believes 
the proper deity of Chriſt, ordain a man to the 
miniſtry of the goſpel, who, he has reaſon to think, 
will, in his future miniſtrations, repreſent his maſter 
as a mere man; Or, how can one, who believes 
Chriſt to be no more than a man ordain a perſon, to 
the miniſtry, who, he thinks, will afterwards re- 
preſent him to his hearers as the Mighty God, to 
whom their religious worſhip is to be preſented +? 
J hope it will not give offence, if I declare my 
opinion freely, that, the important ſubjects hinted 
ar 


8 page 52. 


+ Mr. Fawcett quotes, from a learned and pious divine, the 
following paſſage, wherein he ſpeaks of © a multitude of up 
righ- 
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at above have not been duly attended to, through 
an inordinate zeal for what you call charity. 

You haveitaken offence, at what I have ſaid 
t about preaching on doctrinal, as well as prac- 
tical, ſubjects,“ you think it “ might have been 
ſpared x,” as you do not find any thing in 
Mr. Fawcett's pamphlet, which could give a juſt 
occaſion for it. Be that as it may, I think I had a 
right to expreſs my own thoughts on the ſubje&, 
notwithſtanding you may think there was nothing 
in that pamphlet that called for it. However, 
though I may be one who is © called or7hodox,” give 
me leave to aſſure you, that, you are not able to 
preach on moral ſubjects in a more extenſive de- 
gree than I ſhould hear with pecaliar pleaſure, pro- 
vided no more ſtreſs is laid on moral duties 


right men, that have been cruſhed, who have often found 
themſelves reduced to this dilemma, that if they would be or- 
zhodox they could not be honeſt, and if they were wot orthodox they 

. ft are. I preſume the author's meaning to be this— 
bi they would appear, or pretend to be orthodox, when in 
reality they know they are not ſo, they could not be honeſt.“ 
In this I heartily agree with this gentleman. But, when he 
ſays, ©* end if they were not orthodox they muft larve,” I think, 
in this he is miſtaken, as the ſentiments that would render 
them unacceptable to ſome congregations would recommend 
them to the eſteem and choice of others. 'This I know, that 
2 miniſter's ſituation has been uneaſy, on account of a diſlike 
the people had to his doctrines; and, in conſequence, he has 
removed to another congregation, of ſentiments correſpondi 
with his own, when he has been happy, and much eſteem- 
ed, And, it is my opinion, that, where miniſters and peo- 
ple agree, as to points of doctrine, there is the greateſſ 
probability of harmony and comfort. 

- | 
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than the ſcripture direfts to, And be aſſured, I 
had no deſign to repreſent Mr. Fawcett as being of 
opinion, “ that chriſtians are to be taught moral 
duties only,“ on the contrary, I eſteemed him a 
ferious, evangelical preacher; but, though ex- 
cellent in many parts of his character, I could by 
no means approve of his“ Candid Reflections.“ 

You think it © very extraordinary,” that, ** I 


ſhould repreſent it as improper and uncandid in an 


antitrinitarian to defire communion with a /rinita- 
rian church.“ I think it © improper,” as for other 
reaſons, ſo for this, becauſe different ſentiments 
frequently occaſion unfriendly contentions and 
diyifions in churches, and the ſacred connection is 
more likely to be comfortable, when perſons of like 
opinions aſſociate together in goſpel ordinances 
however, delightful a communion *” it might be 
to you, to join with a church conſiſting of chri- 
tians of all ſentiments and denominations.——I think 
it“ uncandid,” becauſe in ſome trinitarian churches, 
there may be perſons, who have, by ſome means or 
other, been led to eſpouſe your ſentiments of ma- 
deration and charity, while others may be of a 
different opinion, which would probably produce 
diſſatisfaction, contentions, and ſeparations, To 
which permit me to add, it is my opinion, that, a 
truly conſcientious miniſter would find his ſitua- 
tion very unpleaſant, whoſe congregation is divided 
in their belief, as to the molt important doctrines 
of the goſpel; and, poſſibly, for fear of giving of- 
fence, he may aim to conceal his ſentiments, by 
vling * {cripture phraſes,” without explaining them, 
whereby the different parties may be dilpleaſed, 
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becauſe what they eſteem by is not clearly 
Penny among them. 

In a 'marginal note, page 64, 65, you quote a 
paſſage from my © Letter“ I cannot pretend to 
aſcertain the degree of its importance, in your 
mind, as you have not been pleaſed to indulge 
your readers, by being explicit, with reſpect to 
the doctrine of the trinity, &c.“ And then add 
* but it will effectually remove the cenſure, to in- 
form the inattentive reader, that this the author 
wage has done. See Can, Ref. page 69, where 

is very explicit in the avowal of Dr. Dod- 
ridge s repreſentation of the matter, as coinciding 
with his own views. profeſs,” ſays he, the higheſt 
eſteem for the Doctor's interpretation of ſcripture 
on this ſubject, as the beſt I have ever met with'.“ 

I have read the Doctor's ſeven propoſitions, 
quoted in the © Candid Reflections,” page 29, 30, 
31. Edit. 2d. And he, therein, appears to me, to 
declare his belief in the doctrine of three perſons in 
the godhead. What elſe can be the meaning of 
the Towing ſentences? © The ſcripture repre- 
ſents the Divine Being as appearing in, and 
manifeſting himſelf by, the diſtin& perions of the 
Father, Son and Holy Ghoft, each of which has 
his peculiar province in accompliſhing the work of 
our redemption and ſalvation: and to each of 
which we owe unlimited veneration, love and 
obedience.” And afterwards the doctor ſpeaks of 
the Son and Spirit as divine perſons, Theſe are 
his words,.“ The ſcripture repreſents the Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt, the Son of God, as a divine perſon, 
in whom the tulneſs of the godhead dwelt, by 
whom the Father manifeſted himſelf to us, and 
who, with the Father, is God over all. The 
ſcripture allo repreſents the Holy Spirit, as a d 
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perſon, poſſeſſed of thoſe perfections which ate to 

be found in God alone .“ | 
Would any unſuſpicious perfotis read theſe 
paſſages and not think the doctor a ſound Trini- 
tarian? Yet, Mr, Fawcett repreſents him as the 
means of bringing him into what he calls the 
in- dwelling ſcheme ; which, I apprehend; is inconſi- 
ſtent with the doctor's words that I have tran- 
ſcribed.. I wiſh the phraſe, in-dwelling ſcheme, 
had been fully explained, it might have aſſiſled 
ur readers, in forming a judgment of it, and 
poſſibly have been found as myſterious as the tri- 
#itarian ſcheme z though not to be rejected for 
that reaſon alone. | | 
Permit me, Sir, to aſk, what are your ideas of 
the derived nature of Chriſt : Was it derived, by 
tbe Father's arbitrary will, or of neceſſity ; in other 
words, is he a creature, or is he God? Is hea 
perſon in your ſenſe of the word? Is there ſuch 
a perſonal union of the derived and human natures, as 
that what is 0 or ſuffered in either, may be aſ- 
cribed to the complex perſon ? What is meant by 
the Deity dwelling in the derived nature of Chriſt ; 
does it ſignify any thing more than the divine oper- 
ations on a creature? Did this indwelling commence 
at the incarnation of Chrift, or when? I ſhould 
alſo be glad to be informed, what are the ſentiments 
of the patrons of the in-dwelling ſcheme, concern- 
ing the Holy Spirit; is he, in any ſenſe of the word, 
a diſtin perſon from the Father, or only a property 
of the Deity, or is the term Holy Spirit merely a 
diſtinũt economical name of the Father bimſelf; and 
may a ſerious rational chriſtian pay religious wor- 


ſkip to him ? 
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* I think, Gentlemen who entertain the indwelling 
or any other antitrinitarian ſcheme, and plead for 
a ſubordinate worſhip of the Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
would do well to conſider, and teach their hearers, 
what rules they find in ſcripture, to dire& them, 
with reſpe& to the powers or attributes of the ſub- 
ordinate deities whom they worſhip. If they 
exceed or fall ſhort in their adorations, ſuch 
worſhip cannot be © right.” Their © veneration, 
love, and obedience * cannot be“ unlimited,” nor 
ſuch as doctor Doddridge aſſerts, © we owe to each 
of the ſacred three, the Father, Son, and Holy 
V 
Should you favor the world, by ſtating your 
ſentiments on the ſubjects of the two laſt para- 
graphs, in a preciſe, candid manner, it would give 
leaſure to many of your readers, and in parti- 
cular to ; 
SIR, 


Yours, &c. 


LETTEI M. 


FP HERE is a remarkable paſſage in the Can- 
1 did Reflections,“ where the author, ſpeakingof 
the Modaliſts, Unitarians, and Tritheiſts,” ſays, 
„They all conceive of the man Chriſt Jeſus as in- 
timately united to ſupreme divinity. They all 
deſign to aſcribe to him the higheſt honour. 
Thoſe that aſcribe to him an union to the whole 
godhead, cannot be juſtly ſuppoſed to do him leſs 


honour than others who only aſcribe to him 
an 
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an union with the ſecond perſon in the god. 
head a,” It is diſingenuous to deſcribe the Tri- 
nitarians, as ** Tritheifts,” Tritheiſm being con- 
trary to what you know they profeſs and main- 
tain. 

The Rev. author ſays of the three deſeriptions, 
e they all deſign to aſcribe to him [the Man Chriſt 
Jeſus] the higheſt honour.” Reffect a little, Sir. 
Is this true of thoſe who are ſtiled “ 7ritheiſts ?” 


They do not aſcribe “ the higheſt honor,” to 


e the man Chriſt Jeſus,” though they honor, in 
the higheſt degree, the perſon who is God-man, on 
account of the divine nature, to which the human 


is united. But, the learned gentleman aſſerts alſo, 


that Anti-trinitarians * defign to afcribe to the 
man Chriſt Jeſus, the higheſt honor.” —* The 
higheſt honor“ is due to none but Deity itſelf. 
Thoſe who, in their religious worſhip, aſcribe it 
to another, whom they regard as inferior to the 
Father, are, in my opinion, jultly chargeable with 
Polytheiſm, and ſhould they pay religious wor- 
ſhip to the Holy Spirit alfo, they are“ Tritheiſts.“ 
If, by the © ſupreme divinity,” in the preceding 
paſſage, God the Falher is to be underſtood, it 
follows, that the Anti-trinitarians here ſaid to al- 
cribe “ the higheſt honor to the man Chiiſt Jeſus,” 
as united to the Father, are equally unſcriptural 
and irrational in their worſhip, becauſe, no ſuch 
union is mentioned in ſcripture, nor, is it any 
where faid, that the Father became fleſh, but the 


' Word, who is God, according to the facred pen- 


men, took upon him our natuze, yet, the Anti- 
trinitarians conſider the Lord Jeſus, in his proper 
perſon, as no more than a creature, while they aſ- 
cribe to him the higheſt honor.“ But the Tri- 
nitarians 

Can Ref. page 92. 
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nitarians view the human nature, and the Logos. 
who is God, as conſtituting one divine perions 
Chriſt the Saviour; and, for this reaſon, they 
worſhip the Lord Jeſus, who is expreſsly called 
« Emmanuel, or God with us.” of 
Mr. Fawcett ſpeaks of ſome that aſcribe to the 
man Chriſt Jeſus, © an union to the whole God- 
head.” This is a ſtiange expreſſion, intimating, 
that the Trinitarians divide the Godhead into 
parts, but, I never heard that any of them con- 
fidered the man Chriſt Jeſus as united to a part of 
the Godhead. Such an idea is unknown to Tri- 
pitarians, who believe, that the human and di- 
vine natures are united in the perſon of our Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt, to whom all divine glories are aſ- 
cribed in ſcripture. | 

I am wnjuſtly repreſented as if I © thought ſcrip- 
ture phraſes meant nothing, and that, when 
perſons ſay, they believe all that the ſcripture 
reaches, they believe nothing Þ.” On the con- 
trary, my opinion is, that, when perſons believe 
what the ſcriptures expreſly teach, or may be de- 
duced from them by a juſt conſequence, they be- 
lieve ſome important truths; but if they fix a 
different meaning to ſcripture phraſes from that of 
the inſpired writer, they believe a falſchood, not 
a revealed truth. You aſſert, with propriety, 
that “ men may have different ideas, who ado 
the ſame expreſſions ;” therefore, the uſe of © ſcripe 
ture phraſes,” without any explanation, will not 
ſatisfy intelligent men, though it may ſometimes 
ſucceed, fo as to impoſe on the underſtandings of 
thoſe who are not fo, 
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Mr. Fawcett having ſpoken of © natural reli- 
2 took occaſion to offer ſome thoughts on that 
ubject, which you remark upon thus—** The 
author having mentioned natural religion as af- 
fording additional ground to believe the divine 
omnipreſence, you took occaſion to abuſe him and 
others, for inſiſting on the ſubject, or uſing the 
term, but evidently without underſtanding its 
meaning; though you here affect ſome diſplay of 
learning: for you confound the law of nature, and 
the light of nature together, which are widel 
diſtin& ideas ©,” I believe the learned and well. 
bred, among your readers, will regard this and 
many other parts of your © Letters,” as ſpeci- 
mens of an illiberal turn of mind. I appeal to 
your own reflections, whether any perſon is © a- 
buſed by me © for inſiſting on the ſubject ”? 
5 religion] * or uſing the term.” It it is 
vident to you, that I do not “ underſtand its 
meaning,” you, as a learned, good man, might 
have explained it, poſſibly to my advantage, and 
that of many others. When you write, “I affect 
ſome diſplay of learning,” it is (to uſe your own 
language) ſuch a © ſneer,” as may rather pleaſe a 
diſputant than a n ou ſay, 1“ con- 
found the law of nature and the light of nature 
together, which are widely diſtinct 1 ? but ſo 
far have I been from this confuſion, that I have 
not ſo much as mentioned * the law of nature.“ 
Pardon me, Sir, if 1 have ſome ſuſpicion, that, 
your ideas of the terms law of nature, light 
of nature,” and zatural religion,” are not alto- 
gether diſtinft and proper. I wiſh you to refle&t, 
and favor the world with an explanation of them, 
ſhould your * Chriſtian Catholiciſm ”” reach a 
tecond edition. ; oY 
| AE © Page 67. 
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It is proper to pay ſome attention to your rey 
flections, on what I had advanced reſpecting the 
Beaminſter ordination. This is your language, 
& it was at leaſt an unmanly attempt in you to 
bring it before the public. But the account you 
have given of the tranſaction deſerves a much ſe- 
verer epithet. I am authorized by the fulleſt 
evidence, to pronounce your hiſtory, in ſeveral 
material articles, utterly falſe 4,” 
ls there, Sir, the leaſt propriety in reproaching 
me, for bringin a „matter before the public,“ 
which was far A being a ſecret before ? Mr. 
Fawcett, and his friends, made no (cruple of dis 
vulging it; and, I believe, upon enquiry, you 
will find, it was 'by means 0 of a letter written by 
Mr. Fawcett, ſen, in Auguſt 1776, to a reſ- 
table London miniſter, this matter was firſt 
publiſhed in London. This letter, I am informed, 
was produced and read at a coffee-houſe, before 
ſome other miniſters; and, not without ſevere cen - 
ſures of Mr. Rpoker's conduct. A miniſter preſent 
begged ſuch cenſures might be ſpared, till Mr. 
Rooker had an opportunity to vindicate himſelf. 
The gentleman who urged this, was deſired to 
write to Mr. Rooker on To occaſion, which pro- 
duced a letter from him, with his account of what 
aſſed at Beaminſter, from which I copied, verba- 
pg what is in my letter on this affair, the deſign 
whereof was to remove the injury I apprehended 
had been done to the reputation of my friend, bur, 
not to “ ſtab the character of a valuable young 
miniſter,” nor of an * elder one,” which I am 
vn) uſtly ſaid to have attempted, 


4 Page 77. 
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With what reaſon, Sir, do you venture to ſay, 
J am authorized, by the fulleſt evidence, to 
pa ys your hiſtory, in ſeveral material in- 

ances, utterly falſe?“ Such a free aſſertion, 
without a ſhadow of proof, dos you no honor. 
What is your © authority?“ What are the © ar- 
ticles“ you aſſert to be “ utterly falſe ?? For 
want of theſe 1 am incapable of any reply. What 
paſſed between Mr, Rooker and Mr. Faweett the 
younger, on the morning of the ordination, was 
between themſclves, and no witneſs preſent, 
What I advanced was on the veracity of Mr, 
Rooker, who entered in his diary the ſame even- 
ing, what had paſſed upon the occaſion whilſt 
freſh in his memory, and I cannot think, he would 
record a falſhood of his own making, in a private 
account of his own tranſactions. You muſt have 
had your information from Mr. Fawcett himſelf, 
or, from ſome friend at ſecond hand. Now ſup- 


poling Mr. Rooker and Mr. Fawcett to be men 


of equal yeracity, where is your * fulleſt evi- 
dence,” that what I had written is © utterly falſe; 
and, wherefore does my conduct © deſerye a much 
ſeverer epithet ” than * unmanly ?” 

Seeing myſelf thus treated, I deſired a friend to 
requeſt of Mr. Rooker, a further account of what 
had paſſed, reſpecting the ordination, to which he 
replied, ** If any gentleman thi ks proper to take 
notice of my conduct at the Beaminſter ordination, 
] can furniſh him with ſome remarks on Mr, 
Fawcett's appendix, in which are groſs miſrepre- 
ſentations of that affair.” Theſe © remarks”? were 
intended to be ſent to London the following week, 
but it was prevented by the death of Mr. Rooker, 
On the whole, Sir, I refer it to yourſelf to judge, 
whether my authority is not, at leaſt, as good as 

Fours, 


30 J 


yours, and whoſe conduct deſerves the ſevereſt 


epithet, 

You ſay—* There is no doubt, however, but 
the account now before the public of this extra- 
ordinary affair will turn out to the honor of both 
Meſſ. Fawcetts elder and younger] and equally to 
the reproach of the inquiſitor, and thoſe that have 
eſpouſed his cauſe .“ Inquiſitor] It is to 
be lamented, you could not think of a more op- 
Drobrious name. There is no doubt, &c.”%— 

ou ſeem to have a genius that comes to a ſudden 
concluſion, when it anſwers: your purpoſe, though 
difficulties may appear to thoſe who give them- 
felves proper time to think; and, there are men 


of learning and candor who are of opinion, that, 


whatever honor the Rev. Divines may derive from 
the account before the public, neither the“ In- 
quiſitor,“ nor © thoſe that eſpouſe his cauſe,” have 
any reaſon to fear © reproach * from the impar- 
tial reader, notwithſtanding all. your endeavors, 

It is ſaid, their piety and integrity give them no 
dominion over the faith of their brethren f.“ True, 
and I aſſure you, l cannot invent an apology for ſuch 


an injurious inſinuation. I think, not one of your 


friends will ſay, that becauſe Mr. Rooker, from a 
fenſe of duty, aſked Mr. Fawcett a queſtion, re- 
lating to a certain doQrine, with a view to direct 
his own conduct, that he aſſumed, © a dominion 
over the faith of his brethren.” 158 

Mr. Fawcett, in the“ Candid Reflections,“ page 
93, would have his readers believe, that, perſons of 
different deſcriptions * all deſign to aſcribe to him 
EChrift] the higheſt honor, yet, preſently 2d- 


« Pape 78. f Ibid, 


mits 
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mits © their aſcriptions of the higheſt honor, may 
ſeem to differ,” and, in the next page, ſays, they 
may, in a perfect conſiſtence with their different 
apprehenſions and aſcriptions, agree together ali 
of them, to ſpeak the ſame thing, even in prayer 
and preaching,” and, by doing ſo, they will rol! 


away the reproaches which their mutual and violent 


contentions on this ſubject have too generally 
brought upon their chriſtian profeſſion, and will 
moſt effectually promote the edification of the 
churches, and the peace of their own minds.” 
There ſeems to me to be a great inconſiſtency in 
theſe paſſages, and, not a little obſcurity. But, 
what I wonder at more is, that the learned author 
ſhould recommend miniſters of © different appre- 
henſions and aſcriptions, all to ſpeak the fame thing 
even in prayer and preaching.” How then, are 
the people to know the miniſters? meaning in thoſe 
moſt ſolemn exerciſes? How are they to be in- 
ſtructed in the great doctrines of revelation, about 
which their miniſters differ as to their belief? I 
they do not know before hand a miniſter's ſenti- 
ments, they cannot Know what he means, either in 
5 or ſermon. The practice recommended 
ere, would, I think, pervert the uſe of language. 
I refrain from ſpeaking my mind on fuch a con- 
duct, and, ſhould lament to find it prevail, as I 
think it inconſiſtent with that ſimplicity and in- 
tegrity, which ſhould adorn the character of every 
chriſtian miniſter... Fs. | | 

Mr. Fawcett, ſpeaking of the different ſenti- 
ments of chriſtian worſhippers, expreſſes himſelf, 
thus, page 92.—* lt is pity their apprehenſions of 
their fellow-worſhippers ſhould in the leaſt deviate 
from  bretherly kindneſs and charity, only becauſe 
they fancy it neceſſary, that there ſhould be an ex- 
act 


(41 ] 
& agreement in ſome unſcriptural-niceties,” Do 
you think the author believed, or do you believe, 
that the contentions and diviſions in churches,” 
have ariſen any from ſuch @ wild “ fancy ” as he 
has painted in this remarkable paſſage ; which 
appears to me, groundleſs and uncandid? I have 
never heard of ſuch a ſociety of chriſtians as is hera 
deſcribed; though peace and harmony in chriſtian 
ſocieties, Rave often been interrupted, on account 
of really different, and oppoſite ſentiments, concerts 
ing the moſt important dofrines of divine revela - 


tion, '- - . 1454 | 

After infinvating, that trinttarians are more for 
licitous about words tham ideas, and pay mort 
deference to human ereeds, than the word of 
11 God,“ you would have your readers believe that 
the differences ſuppoſed between judicidus Trini- 
tarians (who really hold the Unity of the Deity) 
and their opponents are principally verbal, and do 
not neceſſarily affect their 2097/hip, their practice, 
&c s.“ Suffer me to appeal to any intelligent im- 
1 © partial chriſtian, whether, * judicious Trinitari- 
ans do not believe, that Jeſus Chriſt poſſeſſes all 

the perfections of Deity, and pay ſupreme worſhip 

to him, on that aceount; and whether ſome of the 

judicious Anti-trinitarians do not believe him '® 

be a mere man, and accordingly, if they worſhip 

him at all, muſt worſhip hint as ſuch, while none 
of them believe his proper divinity, and To wor- 

ſhip him but as a creature. De they not all agree, 
in oppoling the Deity of the great Redeemer ? IS 

„the difference then only © verbal?” And 

does not this difference really * affect their 
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waldi. as 5 « their. practice? i in religious ex- 
exciſes? I bis, 1 think, proves the aſſettion you 
call upon me to make good,“ that, the ** Aba - 
naſien Trinitarians,” as you are, plęaſcd to call 
them, and. Socipians, \ ** eſſentially differ bh, and 
that there is not an agreement between the lap» 
paſed heretics and the orthodox. 
In your “ poſtſcript,“ you wiſh, whoever may 
be the writer of a reply to your “ letters,“ that 
he woulg adhere to the ſubject gf debate. I think, 
they may be conſidered as containing general rey 
marks on Mr. Fawcett's pamphlets, and my letter 
to him; for, you have nqt advanced, as from 
yourſelf, any new article, or dirett & ſubject of 
debate,” * nor do you even mention the grand ob- 
zects of Mr. Fawgett's publication, till the begin 
ning of your third letter, and then you ſoon loſe 
ſight of them, wandcring again into yarious ob- 
ryations; and, ſurely, it can be 
from the ſuhject, to take notice of what you have 
been pleaſed to advance on this par- 
tigulaiy your. ix queſtions, which: ſcem to be 
formed with io -much,, ſubtilty, as to puzzle 
weak minds, in which number, perhaps, you 
will place me, from * fuer I ſhall, e 0 
N. 
BY Qu. iſt, << Whether there. be nat as great a 
diverſity amopg thoſe who arg called Trinitarians, 
in relation to the doctrinę of the dae as among 
thoſe called Anti- trigitarians * 
Anſw. 1 am of opinion, there i is not. The for- 

mer, though they may differ in ſome ideas, or ima» 
- ginations, relative to the mode of the exiſtence pf 
the three perſons i in the Trinity, yet, they all agree 


* Page 33- ; 
| in 


1 us 1 
in this, that the Son and Holy Spirit poſſeſs giz 
vine perfections, and on that account; are proper 
objects of religious worſhip; but the latter deny 
the proper deity of the Son and Holy Ghoſt, and 
though they profeſs to worſhip' them, their wor- 
ſhip muſt- be inferior to that of the Father; they 
have three ſeparate objects of worſhip, conttary to 
the expreſs command of God, and, if conſiſtent 
with themſelves; their worſhip will be as rare 
} as their ideas of the objects thefeof; | 

Qu. 2d. © Whether there be any one 120 of 
expreſſion, in the- uſe of which all the former are 
agreed; and, if fo, what is it?? 

Anſ. I have already ſhewed; that the Tyini- 
tarians agree, as to the doarine of the Trinity, 
but I do not know that they agree in * any one 
my of expreſſion,” ror is it reaſonable to ex- 

ct they ſhould. I know of no doctrine, in the 
belief of which men are ſo preciſely agreed, that 
+ they ſhould be expected to convey their ſentiments 
in “any one mode of expreſſion,“ though their 
ideas may be ſubſtantially the ſame, | 
\ Qu. 3d. What are the preciſe ideas, which are 
common to them all, in the uſe of ſuch a mode 

of expreſſion ?” 

Ant. My anfwer to the firſt query is an * 
to this. The ideas there mentioned, are common 
to all Trinitarians, and, are as preciſe, as their 
ideas of infinity, though they do not adopt; © any 
one mode of expreſſion,” or uſe ** fanderd phraf- 
25. 75 

Qu. 4th. Wherein conſiſts the preciſe differ- 
ence, between thoſe who are agreed in the vic of 
ſuch a mode of expreſſion, and thoſe who agree 


not to adopt it. 1 
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Ka: After affuring you, I never heard that 
erinhaziens e are agreed in the uſe of ” any * mode 
of expreſſion,” ' | refer you to my anſwer to your 
firſt query. When you have ſtated your pre- 
eife ideas of all the attributes of God, and of 
the various ſchemes of the Arians, Semi-arians, Sa- 
heilians, Soc imans, &c. together with * the pre- 
eiſe ideas of thoſe who adopt the Indwelling 
ſtheme, it will be time enough for me to be more 

articular, and I ſhall only fayyat nt. that the 
timents of Trinitarians differ from thoſe of all 
their opponents, as much as infinite and finite, and 
berween ſome of their opinions there is as much 
difference' as between rags ideas under the words 
God and men. . 

Qu. sth. What is it that renders ſuch a dif- 
ference between the different parties, eſſential 
and fundamental, ſo as to require, or juſtify, the 
ſeparating of communions ?” 

Anſ. A different object of worſhip, or a differ- 
ent ſpecies of warſhip. As when one believes the 
deity of Jeſus Chriſt, and therefore pays religious 
worſhip to him; another believes him to be a crea- 
ture, intitled only to a fubordinete worſhip ; and a 
third believes him to be a mere man, therefore 


does not eſteem him as an object of religious wor- 


mip at all. 

Qu. 6th. ** What that union of ſentiment is, 
which the word of God makes neceſſary, in order 
to communion in divine ordinances, and where it 
is required?“ | 

Anſ. I apprehend, in order to have commu- 
nion with à church of Chriſt, particularly, in the 
Lord's Supper, there ſbould be an union in the 
belief of the Deity of the Father, of the Son, and 
ef the Holy Spirit, the only living and true God, 

who- 


, 13 


who is worſhipped as ſuch in the ſolemn ordinance 
of Baptiſm, as well as in other ordinances. There 
| ſhould alſo, it appears to me, be an union in the 
belief of the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, he only Mediator, 
Emmanuel, God with us, in whoſe perſon, the 
Word who is God, and the human nature, are uni- 
ted. An union of mind, with reſpect to the ob- 
ject of divine worſhip, I think, abſolutely neceſſary, 
in order to communion, in all divine ordinances. 
As to that part of the queſtion here is ſuch an 
union required ?”? Give me leave to refer you to 
the apoſtle Paul's directions to the churches of 
Chriſt, at Corinth and Philippi. Now I beſeech 
you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, hat ye all ſpeak the ſame thing, and that 
there be no diviſions among you, but, that ye be 
perfefly joined together in the ſame mind and in the 
ſame judgment i; — finally, brethren, farewel, be 
perfett, be of good comfort, be of one mind, 
&c k *. Only let your converſation be as it. be- 
cometh the goſpel of Chriſt, that, whether I coms 
and ſee you, or elſe be abſent, I may hear of your 
affairs, that ye fland faſt in one Spirit, with one 
mind, ſtriving together for the faith of the goſ- 
pel' ,” fulfil ye my joy that ye be ike-minded, having 
the ſame love, being of one accord, of one mind w.“ 
I ſhall only add, If paying religious worſhip 
to any object inferior to the deity, be idolatry, 
which, at preſent, I think, it is, the following 
texts, may not improperly be introduced ; 
« Little children keep yourſelves from idols,” 1 
John v. 21; © Therefore, my dearly beloved, 


1 Cor. -i. 10. k 2 Cor. xiii. 11. 
Philips i. 27. mIbid ii. 2. 
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flee from idolatry».” What agreement has the tem 
ple of God with idols? Theſe paſſages in my view, 
juſtify Trinitarians in declining church communion 
with Anti- trinitarians: indeed, every prohibition of 
1dolatry. ſhould, in my opinion, influence the former 
againſt joining in church communion with the lat- 
ter; ſince, while Trinizarians pay divine worſhip to 
Jeſus Chriſt, and the, Holy Ghoſt, believing them 
to be partakers of the ſame divine nature with the 
Father, Anti-trinitarians regard them only as crea- 
tures, and the worſhip of creatures, appears to me 
to be the eſſence of idolatry. 
Here, Sir, I ſhall take the liberty to ſay, that 
Trinilarians are not the only perſons who repre- 
ſent a ſameneſs of ſentiment, reſpecting the ob- 
ject of religious worſhip, as of the greateſt im- 
portance to ſacred communion z in thts ſome Anti- 
trinitarians agree with them. Perhaps, you need 
not be told, that in a pamphlet lately publiſhed by 
a profeſſed Anti-trinitarian, the writer cenſures 
all Trinitarian worſhip as idolatrons, and adviſes 
thoſe who are of his opinion, rather than to join 
in ſuch worſhip, if they have not opportunity to 
- unite in the devotions of perſons, who entertain 
like ſentiments with themſelves, to eſtabliſh wor- 
ſhip in their own families, expreſly adding, what- 
ever be your circumſtances, dread joining with an 
enlightened and informed mind, in unſcriptural, 
inſincere, and idolatrous worſhip?,” And in this 


n 1 Cor. x. 14. * 2 Cor. vi. 16. 


Þ A free and ſerious Addreſs to the Chriſtian Lai, &c, 
printed for J. Johnſon, No. 72. St. Paul's Church-yard, 1781. 


view 


Fa) 
view of religious communion, the celebrated Dy, 
Prieſtiy fully agrees with this writer“. 

Dr, Watts, | think, ſomewhere ſays, truth is 
the food of the ſoul; to which I will preſume to 
add, error js its poiſon, and that, as one truth 
eſtabliſhed in the mind, leads to another, one 
error embraced naturally introduces another 
likewiſe. Truth and Charity are, in my opinion, 
the nobleſt endowments of the human breaſt; I 
have, therefore, been the more free to declare my 
ſentiments. If I entertain erroneous opinions, I 
ſhould eſteem myſelf much obliged to any one, 
who, with the ſpirit of a gentleman and a chri- 
ſtian, will attempt to fet me right, and, ſhould be 
glad to pay due attention to hear any endeavors . 
for that purpoſe. Sincerely wiſhing you ſucceſs in 
gvery uſeful purſuit, J am, 


Sir, 


Your humble Servant. 


- 


/ 


A LOVER OF 
TRUTH axp| CAN DOR. 


4 -» 


» See laſt page of the Preface to bis Sermon at Birmingham, 
er undertaking the paſtoral office in that place, where that pampblaf 
3s Rtongly recommended. | 
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wete wehte 

have read your 4 introduction” to the new 
edition of your * three conferences, &e.“ You 
are'a profeficd advocate for moderation, cundor and 
charity; virtues which, When juſtly explained, 
are to be ranked amongſt the moſt amiable parts of 
the chriſtian character; and which, I: hope, it is 
my deſire to cultivate in my own mipd. Bot, if 
I may judge of your ideas of them, from your 
« Chriſtian Catholiciſm Defended,” I think, they 


'will not meet with the approbation of real candid 


men. My obſervations on that pamphlet I ſubmir 
to your-peruſal. If T add'a few remarks on © the 
introduction“ juſt mentioned, I hope you will 
excule it. 
The three conferences ” are between * a ri- 
idly. orthodox, and A man,“ The lat- 
the favorable attention of 
every well- diſpoſed reader, while the former ſeems 
calculated to give an unfavourable idea of the 
perſon repreſented ynder that name. Thus you 
a 


ve prepared your readers to enter upon © the 


conferences,” with ſuch prepoſſeſſions as a gener- 


ous writer would not withi for. 


In the ritle-page,”* you tell us, that the Un- 
jogues, are * the importance of any” human ex- 
plication of the doctrine of the trinity.“ I pra- 
ies | have neyer heard, that any © human expli- 


cation”? 


[4] 
cation“ was generally thought to be of impor- 
tancez” though ſpeculative men may be fond of 
their own attempts to explain what I think inex- 
plicable. Is it not an offence, Sir, to truth and 
charity, to inſtnuate, that perſons are taught to 
believe, That ſuch and ſuch opinions (to which 
human creeds have fixed the name of orthodoxy) 
are neceſſary to be believed, according to certain 
interpretations of them, in order to ſalvation,” p. | 
10? Trinitarians think the deity of Chriſt is to be 
believed, but not © according to certain interpre- 
tations,” While they wiſh to embrace the Scrip- 
ture-doctrine, they think themſelves at liber- 
ty to receive or reje&t human creeds.” You 

ſeem to me, though I hope without deſign, 
1 to miſlead your readers from the principal mat- 
| ter in controverſy between the Trinitarians and 
their oppoſers, as if it was chiefly, if not only, a- 

bout human explications, which moſt gentle- 

men of your improvements know is not perfectly 


true. 
In ſpeaking of ** Dr. Watts and Dr. Dod- 
1 dridge,“ you ſay © fo fat as I underſtand their 


ſcheme, it is preciſely my own,” You do not tell 
us what is the ſcheme ”” of thoſe great and good 
men, who, perhaps, differ in ſome reſpe&s, nor 
ſhew their agreement in any “ ſcheme,” neither 
do you ſtate u hat is your own ; how then are your 
readers to form a judgment ? = 
Permit me to refer you to ſome paſſages in theſe 
authors. Dr. Watts” expreſſes his ſentiments 
thus. The glories of God which are unknown 
to reaſon and to the light of nature, are diſcovered 
in the miniſtrations of his word; ſuch is his ſub- 
Siftence in three perſons *.” Again, our admira- 


* Serm, vol. 1. p. 280. Eighth edition. 


tion 


a. 


tion may be raiſed yet higher, if we make one 
excurſion beyond all created nature, and lift our 
thoughts upwards to the bleſſedneſs of the three glo- 
rious perſons of the trinity.”—** They are eternally 
one God, and therefore eternally bleſſed d.“ In 
proof of this the doctor quotes 1 John, v. 7. 
« There are three that bear record in heaven, the 
Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt, and theſe 
three are one; on which he adds, © which text 
I believe to be authentic and divine, and that upon 
juſt reaſons, notwithſtanding all the cavils and 
criticiſms that have endeavoured to blot it out of 
the bible ;” as to which you ſeem to differ from 
the doftor®, In a note, p. 260, he ſeems to ex- 
preſs ſome doubt as to his © particular mode of ex- 
plaining this ſacred diſtinction in the godhead,” yet, 
1eſpetting be dectrine itſelf, he ſays, I am fully 
eſtabliſhed in the belief of the deity of the blefled 
three, though l know not the manner of exp.ication,” 
It would be eaſy to multiply paſſages to the ſame 
burpoſc from this author if it was to be required, 
though tlioſe already referred to, I think ſufficient, 
I form my opinion, of Dr. Doddridge's ſenti- 
meats, from “ the ſeven propoſitions,” quoted in 
the Candid Keflections,“ p. 29— 33. In“ the 
4th propoſition,” the doctor aſſerts, that “ the 
names, Titles, attributes, works, and honors, which 
are frequentiy appropriated to God, are, or ſcem 
to be, aſcribed to Chriſt-in the ſcriptures.” —** He 
is faid to be omniſcient, omnipreſent, almighty, 
:erernal, zunchangeable—” I appeal to you, can 
theſe 'pertettions be aſcribed to any one who is not 
God by nature? U heſe, I beheve, are the ground 


— 


2 9 Page 25 , 255. | 8 Ch. Ca. p. 9. 


of 
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of that „worship“, which is, the doctor adds 
given“ to our glorious Redeemer, ** by divine 
appointment.” In the 5th propoſition, the ſame 
Icarned writer ſpeaks of Chriſt as © demanding or 
encouraging ſuch worſhip as is elſcwhere appro- 
priated to God.” Can this be ſuppoſed of our 
Lord, if he had not a right to it, by virtue of his 
divine nature? The doctor, in this propoſition, 
ſays, that ** God is f> united to the derived 
nature of Chrijt, and doth lo dwell in it, that by 
virtue of ſuch union, Chriſt may be properly 
called God, and ſuch regards are due to him as are 
not due to any created nature, or mere creature, be 
it in itſelf ever ſo excellent.” And, that we 
might not miſtake the meaning of the * derived 
nature ” to which God 1s united, he adds, towards 
the cloſe ot the propoſition, thele words—** The 
wonderful union there muſt be of God with the 
man Chriſt.” The Father is never ſaid to be 
united to the man Chrilt, it is, therefore, to be 
ſuppoſed, that © the union“ the doctor ſpeaks of 
is that of the ſecond perſon, or“ the Word, with 


the human nature; e Herd was made fieſu. And 


this, I apprehend, 1s the opinen of Trinitarians 
on this ſubject. 

If I am not totally miſtaken, in the meaning of 
what I have quoted from theſe excellent men, 
their ſentiments are trinitarian; and, if © their 
ſcheme is preciſely your own *,” as you aſſert, call 
it the indwe ling ſcheme, if you pleaſe; but it 
would, doubtleſs, have been more ſatisfactory to 
your readers, if you had given your ſentiments on 
chis important doctrine, in clear explicit language, 


* Int. p. 5. 
H 2 1 


I 


than, to uſe your own words, to“ ſhelter” your- 
felf under the authority of theſe two admired au- 
thors. Without this, it is impoſſible to form any 
judgment of your opinion, ſo as either to approve 
and embrace, or diſapprove and reject it. 

In your “ Chrittian Catholiciſm Defended,“ 
you have taken a likely, though, I think, not a 
candid, method, to form in the minds of your rea- 
ders very unfavourable ſentiments of Trinitarians 


in general, repreſenting them as * threatning 


thoſe with damnation, who happen to underſtand 
ſcripture differently from them ;” as “ writing 
anathemas on a man's forehead becauſe of ſome 
inconſiſtency in his opinions,” and © condemn- 
ing men to hell, for believing inconſiſten- 
cies *.” Having taken ſome notice of theſe 
paſſages in my letter, I ſhould not have intro- 
duced them here, but for the like expreſſions in 
your introduction .“ I cannot but diſapprove 
of this manner. of writing ; it tends to raiſe the 
leſs amiable paſſions in men cf different ſentiments, 
rather than to conciliate their minds towards each 
other, If there are, among Trinitarians, thoſe, who, 
from what they think to be ſcripture evidence, 


apprehend, that the belief of the deity of our 


Lord Jeſus Chrift and the Haly Ghoſt is funda- 


mental to ſalyation, they do not * condemn ” thoſe 


of a different opinion“ to hell, &c,” but, from a 
principle of real charity, would do all in their 
power to promote, and rejoice in, their ſalvation. 
Suppoſe one man ſhould be indicted for a capital 
crime, of which, from a miſtaken apprehenſion, I 
thought him guilty z but, on his trial, he is ac- 
quitted, and his acquittal, gives me joy; or, ano- 
ther be convicted and executed, and the crime 
proved upon him gives me pain, would a 
b * Page 47.71. 1P.8, 9. 
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man of a tender candid mind, accuſe me with 
having “ condemned“ theſe perſons? The in- 
ference is Eaſy... | | 
You ſay * I have met with a pamphlet, the de- 


ſign of which ſomewhat coincides with my own. The 


writer plainly proves, that with regard to the per- 
ſon of Chriſt, the Athanafians and the Soctnians 
are united“. From the ſimilarity of yours, and 
the author's delign,” you may, poſſibly, be led 
to think that to be“ plainly proved,” which may 
appear far otherwiſe to an impartial mind. By 
ſuch a one it may be thought impoſſible to prove, 
that he who believes: Chriſt poſſeſſes all divine at- 
tributes, conſequently, is the object of divine 
worſhip, and he who believes him to be a mere 
man, are united“ in ſentiment; whatever plau- 
ſible arguments may be made uſe of. A man of 
learning, who is an adept in ſephiftry, will un- 


dertake to prove either ſide ot a queſtion to be 


true, and opinions quite oppolite to each other 
have been thought, by different parties, to have 
been plainly proved, though the proof of really 
contrary poſitions be utterly impoſlible, in the na. 
ture of things. | AP 3 | 
You may, perhaps, have gratified ſome of your 
readers by the Abſtract of Dr. Warts' Eſſay againſt 
Uncharitableneſs.“ It is, withgreat reluctance, that 
drop a hint which may appear not reſpectful to 
that very excellent, learned, pious, man, for whom, 


believe, my eſteem is not inferior to yours. 1 


have heard him, and: read many of his writings, 
with peculiar delight, and I hope with ſome ad- 
yantage, but when he wrote ſome paſſages which 


* £ 
Int. p. 3. 1 


# you 
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you have quoted, I have thought he was, by ſome 
means, led to ſtop. aſide from that candor, which 
ſeems to have been ſo natural to him. I cannot other- 
wile account for his repreſenting a number of his 
brethren and fellow chriſtians as © ſetting up for 
infallibiſity without @ triple croton, and, then, deliver- 
ing up the humble and inquiſitive chriſttan unto Sa- 
tan, becauſe he cannot aſſent and conſent to all and 
every thing in their ſcheme +;” and deſcribing 
fome as making every punctilio of their own ſcheme 
a fundamental point, as though all the law andthe 
phets hung upon it, as though it were the ground 
and pillar of all the truth in the goſpel d.“ I hope 
ſuch characters as theſe are rather imaginary than 
real, as 1 have never met with a Trinitarian to 
whom this repreſentation could be applied. 

At the end of your © Chriſtian Catholiciſm De- 
fended ” is the following “ advertiſement.” — Juſt 
publiſhed, price ſix-pence, The Rev. Mr. Fawcett's 
Appendix to his Candid Reflections, addreſſed to 
the Miniſters of the Independent F nods in London, 
containing letters between the Rev. Meſſrs. K. 
Winter, Barber, &c. and the Rey. Mr. Chudzwick 

of Wellington, Somerſetſhire, who was deprived 
of his exhibition from the ſaid fund.“ It is re- 
markable, that not a ſyllable after the word © Lon- 
don,“ is in the title page of the © appendix.” 
This might have been thought a trick of the book- 
ſeller,” to promote the ſale of the pamphlet. had 
dot you repeated this “ advertiſement,” with a 
little alteration 1 in your © introduction,“ thereby to 

more public. Your reaſon for chi I 
| 5 af, unleis/1t-was to have an oppor- 


** 75 


„ 1 Abiract Art, 2 & A. 7. 


tunity, 
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II 


4 85 J 
tunity, in an oblique manner, to render “ the 
gentlemen of the Fund“ obnoxious to the public, 
as having, deprived .** Mr. Chadwick“ os ſum 
of money that he bad a right to, Now, Sir, 
though I am no member of that reſpectable body, 
J believe they are faithful to their truſt, in confin- 
ing their exhibitions to perſons of ſuch deſcriptions 
as the money they diſtribute is collected for, ac- « 
cording to a ſtanding rule of that fociery, “ Mr. 
( ) Chadwick“ never received any money from this 
* fund ;” his predeceſſor did, but that did not 
convey any right to his ſucceſſor : with what juſtice V, 
then do you repteſent to the public, that * he was < 
deprived of his exhibition?” | {M8 
As the account you have given of the comfor- 
| table experiences with which Mr. Fawcett was fa- 
ſ 7 voured at the cloſe of life, has given me peculiar 
leaſure, I preſume, it will be agreeable to you to 
E informed, that Mr. Rooker, though © a par 
litic ſtroke affected his ſpeech and other faculties 
recovered fo far as to converſe with his family and 
JI ( friends who viſited him, and to correſpond agree- 


ably by letter with thoſe at a diſtanee; at which 

times he uſed to aſſure them, that the e he 

had preached were the only ſupport of his ſoul in the 

views of eternity, and when he thought himſelf near | 
his end, he deſired his pupils to be with him, and 
declared the ſame to them. F 


I hope, Sir, to be excuſed when I declare, that 
* upon a cool examination of your remarks on my 
letter to Mr. Fawcett,*” I cannot fee reaſon to 
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* alike m gend Sb Ye 5 1 "of: "OY 
— Tatholicilin for which you both have: pleaded.” 


CAA art fo far from being incapable of be- 


ing vir p, that the lovely pair have been, are, and 


wilt be vid, in the minds and hives of many 
e of worthy characters. 5 
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1 A Letter to the Rev. BEN). FAWCETT, A. M. 0. 


foned. by his Pamphlet, intitled CANDID REFLECT- 


IONS on * different Manner in which the Learned and 


Diez have expreſſed their e e en e the 
OCTRINE of the Tzrarry, 9 ba 


n. '@PONHMA v DNEYMATOE : Or, The Grace and 
Doty of being Spiritually Minded, ſtated and practically 


improved. By John Owen D. D. Abrid by HZN RT 
Mere L. L. D. 28. 6d. ? ged 4 
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